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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
October 24, 1977
Discussion continued about the amendment to typewritten comments on the
Student Evaluation Questionnaire.
Bert Ahern, Associate Professor of history, wondered about the legality
of destroying the original forms.
W.D. Spring, Chairman of the Humanities Division, said the forms are kept
by the instructor. Are the forms to become a part of the record? What
will become of the evidence? These questions have yet to be answered.
The Division Chairmen review all the forms in their Division.
Ahern believed the typing would be complicated because the comments must
be attached to the ratings.
Nathaniel Hart, Professor of English, agreed with Ahern about the complications and with Spring about the problem of disposition. If duplicated
typescripts are around, as well as the originals, it is a bad situation.
A student supported the amendment because there was real fear among students
that instructors might recriminate.
Ted Uehling, Professor of philosophy, opposed the amendment.
the form provided sufficient protection.

He thought

Truman Driggs, Chairman of the Division of Social Sciences, said it was
more than a bureaucratic question. The credibility of the form might be
brought into question. It will have to be carefully rechecked, a time
consuming task.
Arnold Henjum, Associate Professor of Education, proposed a second system
where a student could type his or her comments.
The question was called and the amendment failed.
Thomas Turner, Chairman of the Teacher Evaluation Committee, said the form
attempts to provide specific questions about teaching effectiveness and
general questions which are not that helpful for improving teaching.
W.D. Spring did not like the questionnaire because the questions assume
a passivity on the part of students and the form is not applicable to
al~ courses. He moved to delete items 17 to 20. The motion was seconded.
Harold Hinds, Assistant Professor of history, believed the form ought to
be voted up or down without amendments.
Eric Klinger, Professor of psychology, thought the objections were not
valid. Students are being surveyed for their opinions. The applicability
of the questions is taken care of by the form itself at any level of
interpretation.
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Fred Peterson, Professor of art history, suggested that the instructor
as observed by the students is only one perspective. More responsibility
ought to be placed on the student.
Spring objected to the evangelical zeal of questions 18-20 and believed
the most reliable questions were the ones most general.
,'

Klinger asserted that the form does give students an active participation
in the evaluation process. The questions do not appear that obnoxious.
Veronica Wood, Associate Professor of German, believed some items do
present a performer image and do not measure much about effective teaching.
Ahern supported retaining the items.
The motion failed 14 ayes, 34 nayes, and 5 abstentions.
Peterson suggested some format changes.
the front page.

Delete the specific corrnnents on

Henjum said students could bring their typed comments.
Hart believed bringing in comments might jeopardize the process.
Hinds moved to consider the entire document without further amendment.
The motion was seconded.
John Ingle, Associate Professor of art, urged Hinds to withdraw the motion.
Uehling thought the motion might be out of order.
Ahern felt it was a legitimate motion.
The motion failed the necessary 2/3 vote.
Susan Wi.lli~,Assistant Professor of English, commented that some items
ought to be measured by across campus norms, but for others the comparison
was not appropriate.
Turner disagreed. It might be useful to know how an instructor ranked
with other colleagues.
Uehling moved to place at the bottom of the first page the following:
"Specific comments about the items may be made on the reverse side,"
The committee took this as a friendly amendment with the further suggestion
that the comment be placed in the upper lefthand corner.

Assembly Minutes
October 24, 1977
page 3
Merle Hirsh, Chairman of the Division of Sciences and Mathematics, raised
some pragmatic problems. There are three years of statistics which will
now be thrown away. The continuity will be lost. Would it be possible
to keep the old form and supplement it with the new form?
Klinger replied that the committee had considered the idea.
thing which might be handled administratively.

It is some-

Hart thought the 20 point form would dilute other alternatives. He was
shocked that both forms had not been tested before they were put to use.
Klinger said he used the new form in his class and the students preferred it.
Hinds wanted to know more about the tests.
Ted Underwood, Professor of history, believed a few basic questions would
be better than a form which might be used in different ways.
Hinds wished to know if there was any data about the reliability of the form?
Klinger explained that funds were not available for an extensive study.
Ernie Kemble, Professor of psychology, did not think the limited comparison
would be helpful to make a decision about the two forms.
Vicky Demos, Instructor of sociology, wondered what kind of an image of the
instructor the form gives the student. It appears to fix a model in the
minds of students. The form tells the student what a teacher is.
Klinger contended that the form does get at specific bahavior of the instructor.
Purdy asked if a thorough testing of the form is possible:
it be worth it?

If it were, woul&

Klinger believed there would be some benefit to look at trends in an
instructor's performance.
A student praised the new form.
Meeting adjourned.
James Gremmels
Secretary
pt

